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DECLARATI ON FOR THE
I NTERI M ACTI ON RECORD
OF DECI SI ON

DECLARATI ON FOR THE | NTERI M ACTI ON
RECORD OF DECI SI ON

SI TE NAME AND ADDRESS

Mari ne Corps Logistics Base
Qperable Unit Three
Al bany, Ceorgia 31704

STATEMENT OF PURPCSE

Thi s Deci si on Docunent presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit Three of the
Mari ne Corps Logistics Base, devel oped in accordance wi th the Conprehensive Environnental
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and
Reaut hori zation Act (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan (NCP).
This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record which is on file in the Dougherty County
Public Library, and the Environnmental Branch Office, Facilities and Service Division, Building
5501, MCLB Al bany, Georgia 31704.

This interimrenedial action is taken to protect human health and the environnment from any
threat, while final renedial solutions are bei ng devel oped.

Bot h USEPA and the State of Georgia concur on the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances from Qperable Unit Three, if not addressed
by i nplenmenting the response action selected in the InterimRecord of Decision (ROD), nay
present a current or potential threat to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

There are 24 Potential Sources of Contami nation (PSCs) at MCLB Al bany. O these, 12 PSCs were
identified for the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Process and were divided
into 5 Operable Units. Qperable Unit Three consists of PSC 16 and PSC 17. PSC 16 addresses a
former transforner |ocation. PSC 17 addresses a chrone plating waste spill area. The scope of

this InterimRODis limted to Operable Unit Three.

The sel ected remedy for Operable Unit Three, PSC 16, includes the follow ng:

. Installation of a nultilayer cap over the surface area of the site.

. I mpl erentation of land use restrictions on future activities within the source area.

. Excavati on and of f-base di sposal of sedinment in the bottomof the catch basin adjacent to
PSC 16.

. G oundwat er nonitoring.



The sel ected remedy for Operable Unit Three, PSC 17, includes the follow ng:

. Excavation and stabilization of the contam nated soil, with off-base disposal at a
permtted landfill.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected interimrenedial actions are protective of human health and the environnment, conply
with Federal and State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
the remedial action, and are cost-effective. The interimrenedial actions utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es to the maxi numextent practicable for this
site. Soils fromPSC 17 will be treated and di sposed of off-base. However, soils at PSC 16 will
remain on-site. Because this interimrenedial action does not constitute the Final Renedy for
the Site, the statutory preference for renedies as a principle elenment will be addressed by the
final response action

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal th based
levels, a revieww |l be conducted within five years after commencenent of renmedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the

envi ronnent .



DECI SI ON SUMVARY
1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

MCLB Al bany is an active facility occupying approxi mately 3,200 acres 5 mles east-southeast of
the Gty of Albany, Georgia (Figure 1). Land bordering MCLB Al bany to the south, east and
northeast is primarily agricultural or recreational open space. The |land to the northwest and
west of the Base is domi nated by residential and commerci al areas of eastern Al bany.

Both | ocations of Operable Unit Three are located in the west-central portion of the Base. PSC
16 (Figure 2A) is the former location of an electrical transformer and supporting concrete pad,
approximately 12 feet by 16 feet in size, adjacent to Building 7100. PSC 17 (Figure 2B) is

|l ocated adjacent to the Central Repair Building (Bl dg 2200) between a drum stagi ng area and the
Weapons Test Firing Building (Bl dg 2226).

MCLB Al bany currently serves as a mlitary |ogistics center.
2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

MCLB Al bany currently serves as a mlitary |logistics center, controlling the acquisition,
storage, mai ntenance, and distribution of conbat and support naterial for the Marine Corps. In
addition, the Base is used for training of mlitary personnel and other tasks and functions as
directed by the Commandant of the Marine Corps.

MCLB Al bany has generated various types of solid and |iquid wastes over the years, including
refuse and hazardous wastes. The hazardous wastes include el ectroplating wastes contai ni ng
heavy netals; organic solvents fromstripping and cl eani ng operations; and waste fuel and oil.

Commencing in 1985, three investigations were perforned to assess and characteri ze PSCs
identified at MCLB Al bany. These investigations included the 1985 Initial Assessnent Study
(I1AS), the 1987 Confirmation Study, and the 1989 RCRA Facility Investigation (RFlI). As a result
of these investigations, MCLB Al bany was placed in Goup 7 (Hazard Ranki ng System score of 45.91
to 43.75) of the National Priority List (NPL) for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites. MILB

Al bany was placed on the NPL in Decenber 1989.

In July of 1991, the Departnent of the Navy, representing MCLB Al bany, entered into a Federal
Facilities Agreement with the Georgia Environnental Protection Division (GEPD) and the EPA to
establish a procedural franework and schedul e for devel opi ng, inplenenting, and nonitoring
appropriate response actions at the site in accordance with CERCLA, RCRA, the NCP, Superfund
gui dance and policy, and the Georgia Hazardous Waste Managerment Act (GHWA).

The followi ng reports describe the results of investigations at Qperable Unit Three to date:

SOQUTHNAVFACENGCOM Ml tipl e Use Natural Resources Managenment Plan for Marine Corps Supply
Center, Al bany, Georgia, 1974.

SOQUTHNAVFACENGCOM Master Plan, MCLB Atlantic, Al bany, Georgia, 1978.

Crawford, V.I., Environnental Engineering Survey, Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB), Al bany,
Ga.: MNaval Facilities Engineering Command ( NAVFACENGCOM), Southern Division, 1979.

Envi rodyne Engineers, Inc., Initial Assessnent Study -- Marine Corps Logistics Base, Al bany,
Georgia, 1985.



McC el | and Engi neers, Final Report, Confirmation Study Verification Step, Marine Corps Logistics
Base, Al bany, Georgia: Prepared for Southern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
1987.

Appl i ed Engi neering and Science, Inc., RCRA Facility Investigation Phase One Confirnation Study,
MCLB Al bany, Georgia, 1989.

USEPA, Site Investigation Report for Operable Unit Three, MCLB Al bany, Georgia, 1991.

ABB-ES, Initial Evaluation of the Renedial Investigation Data for PSC 16 and PSC 17, Marine
Corps Logistics Base, A bany, Georgia: ABB Environnmental Services, Inc., Tallahassee, Florida,
1992.

Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Report, Operable Unit Three, MCLB Al bany,
Georgia, 1992.

Proposed Plans for Operable Unit Three, MCLB Al bany, Ceorgia, 1992.
3.0 H GHLIGATS OF COWUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Report and the Proposed Plans for Qperable
Unit Three were released to the public on 13 July 1992. These docunents were nade available to
the public in the Infornmation Repository |ocated at the Dougherty County Public Library, and in
the Administrative Record located at the Public Affairs Ofice, Bldg 3500, Marine Corps

Logi stics Base, Al bany, CGeorgia 31704-5000. The public comrent period for the Proposed Pl ans
was July 13 - August 13, 1992. The public notice of the RI/FS Report and Proposed Pl ans was
published in the Al bany Herald on July 12, 1992, and in the Atlanta Journal and Constitution on
July 16, 1992. A public nmeeting was held on July 21, 1992 in Albany. At this neeting,
representatives from USEPA, GEPD, SOUTHDIV, and MCLB Al bany were avail able to answer questions
about Operable Unit Three and the renedial alternatives under consideration. No witten or
verbal comments were received at the public neeting or during the public coment period.
However, a Responsiveness Summary is included as part of the InterimRecord of Decision.

The Proposed Plans identified the preferred renedy for PSC 16 as Alternative 3. Alternative 3 is
described in the Feasibility Study (FS), Qperable Unit Three as follows: construction of a

mul tilayer cap, reinstallation and nai ntenance of fencing and security, land use restrictions,
installation of nonitoring wells, and nonitoring of groundwater quality. The preferred renedy
identified for PSC 17 is Alternative 4B. Aternative 4B is described in the FS, Qperable Unit
Three as follows: excavation and transportation of contaminated soil to a pernmitted facility,
stabilization, and disposal at a landfill. Because no witten or verbal comments were received,
USEPA, CGEPD, SQUTHDIV, and MCLB determined that no significant changes to the Proposed Pl ans
preferred renedi es were necessary.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNIT THREE

The overall strategy for renediation of the MCLB Albany NPL site is currently divided into five
operable units. The renedial actions selected in this InterimROD apply to Qperable Unit Three.
Further investigations continue or are planned for the renai ning operable units.

Qperable Unit Three is conprised of two PSCs: PSC 16, |ocated adjacent to Building 7100, and
PSC 17, located adjacent to the Central Repair Division (Bldg 2200). Both PSC s are located in
the west-central portion of the Base. The proposed interimrenedial actions are limted to the
surface and subsurface soils at PSC 16 and PSC 17. G oundwater contam nation wll be
investigated as nedia of potential contam nation concurrently with other PSC s under a separate



operabl e unit.

The overall strategies of the selected renedies for Operable Unit Three are:

. Control the rel ease of hazardous substances.
. Mnim ze the potential direct exposure to hazardous materials
. Control the potential for rel eases of hazardous substances to the groundwater near

the two PSC s.

These strategies will be achieved by the covering of PSC 16 with a multilayer cap, and the
excavation, stabilization and off-base disposal of hazardous soils fromPSC 17. The interim
renmedi al actions selected in this InterimROD are intended to be final actions for the soils at
t hese PSC s.

These interimrenmedial actions will be consistent with any planned future actions, to the extent
possi bl e.

5.0 SUWHARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
5.1 CGEOLOGY

MCLB Al bany is located in the Dougherty Plain district, which is part of the Coastal Plain
physi ographi ¢ province. The Al bany regional geology is characterized by | ayers of sand, clay,
sandstone, dolomite, and |inestone that dip gently and progressively thicken to the southeast.
These sedinments extend to a depth of at |east 5,000 feet bel ow | and surface (bls).

The sedinments of interest at MCLB Al bany (sedi nents that affect the hydrol ogy of the Upper
Floridan aquifer) are of late m ddl e Eocene age and younger including, in descending order, the
undi fferenti ated overburden of Quaternary age, the Suwannee Linestone, the Ccal a Linestone, the
Cinchfield Sand, and the Lisbon Formation. The |ocation and geol ogi cal section of the A bany
area are presented in Figure 3

5.2 HYDROGEOLOGY

There are two principal hydrostratigraphic units of interest at the MCLB: the undifferentiated
Quat ernary overburden deposits and the underlying Upper Floridan aquifer (Ccala Linestone).

Wthin the overburden, nost sand or clay |ayers are discontinuous; however, a thick clay zone
apparently persists in the lower half of the overburden throughout the MCLB Al bany area. This
clay zone, ranging in thickness from10 to 29 feet, serves to cause intermttent perched
groundwat er conditions in the overburden, decrease the amount of groundwater recharge to the
Upper Floridan aquifer frominfiltration of precipitation, and control the rate of infiltration
of chemical contam nants. Goundwater is nornally found within the overburden and was neasured
at depths ranging from15 to 95 feet bls in MCLB Al bany nonitoring wells in May 1991

The Upper Floridan aquifer, consisting primarily of the Qcal a Li mestone, ranges from about 200
to 275 feet thick in the area of the MCLB. The aquifer is confined above by the clayey

over burden and below by a | ow perneability layer in the Lisbon Formation. Large quantities of
water are stored and transmtted within the aquifer and the Upper Floridan has recently been
studi ed and judged to be favorable for large-scale water withdrawal. The aquifer is regionally
unconfined, sem -confined, or confined by the overlying soils, and the rate of recharge depends
primarily on the vertical hydraulic conductivity of the overburden. The rate of nean annua
recharge to the aquifer is reported to be on the order of 6 to 14 inches per year (in/year).

The Upper Floridan aquifer is divided into an upper zone (with greater density) and a | ower zone
(with greater perneability due to solution-enlarged joints, bedding planes, and fractures).



These sol ution cavities can produce transmi ssivity values as high as 15,000 square feet per day
(ft[2]/day).

Publ i shed studi es of the Upper Floridan aquifer indicate that the potentionetric surface sl opes
westerly to southwesterly in the MCLB Al bany area (Figure 4). The aquifer discharges water to
the Flint River and | ocal streans where the streanms have incised into the aquifer or where the
potentionetric surface exceeds the surface water elevation. The relationship can be reversed
locally during dry periods when the potentionetric surface drops and streans di scharge to the
aqui fer.

5.3 ECOLOGY

The najority of forested land in the vicinity of the Base is vegetated with |ongleaf pine
flatwoods, the nost extensive floral comunity in the southern coastal plain. Al so known as
pine flatwoods, pine flats, |ow pinelands, or pine barrens, this low flat woodl and habitat
occurs transitionally between upslope xeric sandhill commnities and downsl ope shrub-dom nated
evergreen wetl ands. Pine flatwoods occur throughout Florida, and northward into Georgia, South
Carolina, and North Carolina.

The high |l evel of herbaceous productivity in the pine flatwood habitat frequently supports a
rich invertebrate faunal community. This invertebrate community often supports a nunber of

i nsectivorous vertebrates, including 20 to 30 species of reptiles and anphi bi ans. A nunber of
smal | manmmal s i nhabit the flatwood community although no mammal is exclusive to this habitat.

Dependi ng upon the vegetative associ ation, pine flatwoods provide habitat for a diverse array of
avi fauna, including insectivorous gleaners of pine needles and bark, flycatchers, a seed eating
assenbl age, and nocturnal and diurnal aerial predators. The red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides
borealis), a federally endangered species, occurs alnost exclusively within this pine flatwoods
habi tat; however, there are no known records for this species at MCLB Al bany.

The presence of two rare and endangered species has been confirned at this facility. The
Anerican alligator (Alligator m ssissippiensis), has been docunented in wetland habitats at the
Base; this sem -aquatic species is ubiquitous throughout the southeast. Bachnan's Sparrow

(A nmophil a aestivalis), a State and federally endangered species, is also a possible resident of
the dry open pine forests at MCLB Al bany; this large, secretive sparrowis a year-round resident
of sout hern Ceorgia.

5.4 NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAM NANTS

The nature, extent, and concentration of hazardous substance contam nation at PSC 16 was studi ed
during field investigations perforned in 1990 and 1991. Field studies at PSC 17 were conducted
in 1990, 1991, and 1992. The followi ng sumari zes the nmaj or observati ons fromthe previous

i nvestigations.

5.4.1 Contam nants Potential of Concern

Hazar dous substances detected in the soil at PSC 16 and PSC 17 are listed in Tables 1A and 1B
To provide a focus for remedi al action objectives, contam nants potential of concern (CPC) were
identified in the Baseline R sk Assessnment of the Rl report. The following factors were
considered in the selection of CPC

. Concentration and frequency of occurrence
. Distribution in the soil at the site
. Regul atory criteria and toxicity



A summary of the nunber of sanples with detections and the concentrations found are presented in
Tables 2 and 3 for each of the CPC at PSC 16 and PSC 17. O the CPCidentified in the R,
Aroclor-1260 (PCB) at PSC 16 and chromi um (total) at PSC 17 were the nost w dely distributed and
typically at higher concentrations than other constituents. They are considered to be
representative of the distribution of constituents at each | ocation

5.4.2 Contam nant Sources

PSC 16 is the forner location of an electrical transforner and supporting concrete pad. During
an inspection conducted as part of a polychlorinated bi phenyl (PCB) transforner change-out
program evi dence of | eakage of transformer oil was observed on the concrete pad beneath the
transfornmer. As a result, contamination is present in the subsurface soil

At PSC 17, a spill of chrome plating waste occurred at a spot approxi mately 40 feet northeast of
Bui | di ng 2226 sonetine prior to October 1989. The contami nants subsequently m grated downhill
and now cover an area of approximately 425 square feet. As a result, contamnation is present
in both surface and subsurface soil

6.0 SUWARY CF SI TE R SKS

The actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances from Operable Unit Three may present a
current or potential threat to public health, welfare, or the environment.

6.1 PSC 16

Ri sk assessnments were conducted on PSC 16 to quantify public health and ecol ogi cal risks
associated with exposure to soils. Only subsurface soils were evaluated in the risk assessnent,
as surface soils (to a depth of 44 inches) were renoved in a prior action and replaced with
clean soil. The CPC s identified at PSC 16 are listed in Table 1A. The only potential exposure
for the PSC could occur at sone future date as a result of construction for either mlitary or
residential use. Construction workers could be exposed to subsurface soils for alimted tine
period by incidental ingestion of, and/or dermal contact with soils. The inhalation pathway was
not eval uated because the CPC s are not volatile, and significant wind erosion of particles
woul d not be anticipated froman excavation

A total carcinogenic risk estinmated for current and potential future nonresidential and
residential use of the PSCis three in 100,000 (3x10[-3]) and a noncarci nogeni ¢ hazard i ndex of
0.7 was estinmated for these exposures. The carcinogenic estinmated risk is within USEPA s target
ri sk range of one in 10,000 (10[-4]) to one in one mllion (10[-6]). The substance which
contributes nost significantly torisk is a PCB, Aroclor 1260. The Hazard index (H) is less
(nore protective) than the target H of 1 identified by USEPA. The noncarci nogenic H
represents an overestimate of actual risk. This is because the chem cals which domi nate the Hi
two tetrachl orobenzene isoners (1,2,4,5-tetrachl orobenzene) with relatively high toxicity were
used in the risk assessnent to represent the other isoners. Thus, the actual hazard is probably
| ower .

The devel oped nature and | ack of any open space at PSC 16 preclude the use of this PSC by any
terrestrial ecological receptors. |In addition, the top 44 inches of soil were excavated and

replaced with clean soil, thus ecological receptors are not at risk of exposure to chemcals

detected at PSC 16



6.2 PSC 17

Ri sk assessnments were conducted on PSC 17 to quantify public health and environnental risks
associated with exposure to soils. Both surface and subsurface soils were evaluated. The CPC s
identified at PSC 17 are listed in Table 1B. Both current and potential future uses of the PSC
were considered in the exposure assessnent. Current use of the PSCis limted to Base workers
that could work near or wal k by the area. Exposure pathways identified for this use were
incidental ingestion and direct contact with surface soils and inhalati on of w nd-eroded
particles. There is no current exposure to subsurface soils. In the future, use of the PSC
could continue as it is presently. Alternately, the PSC coul d be devel oped for residential uses.

Exposures associated with future residential use of the PSC include exposure of both children
and adults to surface soils via incidental ingestion and direct contact with soils, and

inhal ation of wind eroded soil particles. Wrkers could al so be exposed to subsurface soils
during construction at the PSC. Exposure pat hways woul d i nclude incidental ingestion and direct
contact with soils for a limted period of tine.

Figures 5 and 6 present carcinogenic risks and noncarci nogeni ¢ hazard indi ces, respectively,
associ ated with exposures to surface soils. A total carcinogenic risk estimated for current and
potential future nonresidential use of the PSCis one in ten nmillion (1x10[-7]). This is less
(nore protective) than the acceptable risk range of 10[-4] to 10[-6] specified by USEPA. The
noncarcinogenic H for this use is 0.1. This is also nore protective than the target H of 1
identified by USEPA. For future residential land use, a total carcinogenic risk and noncancer
hazard i ndex associated with exposure to surface soils of five in one mllion (5x10[-6]) and 5
respectively, is estimated. The estimate of carcinogenic risk is within the acceptable risk
range specified by USEPA. The noncancer H is greater than the target H of 1 identified by
USEPA. Exposure of construction workers to subsurface soils is estimated to result in a total
hazard index of 0.04. No carcinogenic CPCs were identified in subsurface soils. The hazard
index is nore protective than the target H of 1 identified by USEPA

An ecol ogical risk assessnment was conducted to determ ne the possible adverse effects associ at ed
with surface soil exposure by terrestrial wildlife. Terrestrial organisns (i.e., birds, nammals,
reptiles, and terrestrial invertebrates) at PSC 17 nay be exposed to chemicals in surface soi
via incidental ingestion of surface soils, ingestion of prey itens that have bi oaccurul at ed
chemcals in their tissues, and dernal uptake. A food web nodel (i.e., a nodel evaluating which
speci es eat which species, and how much each consunes) was devel oped to estimate the potentia
dietary exposure |l evels of contam nants for several potential receptor species representing
various trophic levels within the ecol ogical comunity at MCLB Al bany.

The average concentrations of trivalent chronme and hexaval ent chrone used in the food web node
are greater than any concentrations detected in the spill area except for the point of spillage
This results in the nodel representing a very conservative scenario for the PSC

The results of the ecological risk assessnent indicate that possible adverse effects are
associated with surface soil exposure by terrestrial wildlife. These possible effects consist of
long-termeffects on survival and reproduction, which nay have popul ati on-I evel consequences.
The overall type and distribution of contam nants in surface soils strongly suggests effects
fromlead and chromum CPCs are listed in Table 1B



Fi ve indicator species were selected to represent exposure to terrestrial organi snms surface soil
and food sources:

. short-tailed shrew
. woodcock

. garter snake

. red fox

. red-tail ed hawk

Estimated H's for all nodel ed receptor speci es exceeded 10, suggesting that environnental
contami nati on associated with acute exposures at PSC 17 coul d potentially inpact ecol ogical
receptors that use this area of the Base.

Adverse chronic effects are indicated only for snall nmamuals (i.e., short-tailed shrew. The

ri sk anal ysis suggests that other receptors (i.e., reptiles, birds, and predatory namal s) woul d
be much less likely to be adversely affected due to chronic exposures to any CPC s at the PSC
Possi bl e adverse chronic effects are predicted for small birds and reptiles. The surface soil
contam nants, |ead and chrom um contribute nost significantly to the overall hazards predicted
at PSC 17.

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES
The following is a description of the alternatives evaluated in the FS for Qperable Unit Three
7.1 Aternative 1 -- No Action

Consi deration of a no-action alternative is required by the NCP. Under Alternative 1, no
response acti ons woul d be inpl enent ed.

Estimated Capital Costs: $0

Estimated First-Year Qperations and Mintenance (&) : $0
Esti mated Present Wrth Costs: $0

Estimated I npl ementation Tine-Frane: 0 Mnths

7.2 Aternative 2 -- Limted Action

The limted action alternative incorporates the maintenance of the chain link fencing/security
neasures currently inplenented at PSC 16 and PSC 17, groundwater quality nonitoring, and the
institution of future land use property restrictions. The contamnated soils will remain
in-place and untreated. Costs are associated with the installation of nonitoring wells, and the
coll ection and | aboratory anal yses of groundwater sanpl es.

Estimated Capital Costs PSC 16: $28, 100

Estimated First-Year O&M PSC 16: $37, 000

Estimated Present Worth Costs PSC 16: $188, 300
Estimated I npl enentation Tine-Frame PSC 16: 1 Month
Estimated Capital Costs PSC 17: $9, 000

Estimated First-Year O&M PSC 17: $21, 000

Estimated Present Worth Costs PSC 17: $99, 900
Estimated I npl enentation Tine-Frame PSC 17: 1 Month



7.3 Aternative 3 -- Miltilayer Cap

Alternative 3 will incorporate the construction of an inperneable clay liner and a flexible
menbrane |iner beneath the surface of the contam nant areas. Reinstallation and maintenance of
security and fencing and | and use restrictions will be inplenented and groundwater nonitoring
wells will be installed to nonitor the groundwater quality. The surficial capping of the PSCs
will reduce the infiltration of surface water and the potential mgration of the contam nants.
The surface layer will consist of bitum nous concrete at PSC 16, and | oam and seed at PSC 17.

Estimated Capital Costs PSC 16: $64, 700

Estimated First-Year O&M PSC 16: $41, 500

Estimated Present Worth Costs PSC 16: $242, 200
Estimated I npl ementation Tine-Frane PSC 16: 2 Mnths
Estimated Capital Costs PSC 17: $80, 700

Estimated First-Year O&M PSC 17: $25, 200

Estimated Present Worth Costs PSC 17: $190, 000
Estimated I npl ementation Tine-Frane PSC 17: 2 Mnths

7.4 Aternative 4A -- Excavation and Incineration

Al ternative 4A invol ves the excavation of the contam nated soils at PSC 16 and the
transportation of these soils to an off-base incinerator for treatment and di sposal of the
residual ash. The incineration of the soils will potentially destroy up to 99.9% of the
cont am nant s.

Estimated Capital Costs PSC 16: $327, 800

Estimated First-Year O&M PSC 16: $0

Estimated Present Worth Costs PSC 16: $327, 800
Estimated | npl ementation Tine-Frane PSC 16: 2 Mnths

7.5 Aternative 4B -- Excavation and Stabilization

Alternative 4B incorporates the excavation and transportation of the contam nated soils from PSC
17 to a permtted facility for stabilization and disposal at a landfill. Stabilization of the
soils will reduce the solubility and nobility of the contam nants, thereby reducing the
potential mgration of the contam nants.

Estimated Capital Costs PSC 17: $475, 000

Estimated First-Year O&M PSC 17: $0

Estimated Present Worth Costs PSC 17: $475, 000
Estimated | npl ementation Tine-Frane PSC 17: 3 Mnths

7.6 Aternative 5A -- Excavation and D sposal at Landfill

Alternative 5A requires the excavation of the contam nated soils fromPSC 16 and their disposal
at an off-base permtted landfill.

Estimated Capital Costs PSC 16: $198, 200

Estimated First-Year O&M PSC 16: $0

Estimated Present Worth Costs PSC 16: $198, 200
Estimated | npl ementation Tine-Frane PSC 16: 2 Mnths



7.7 Aternative 5B -- Excavation and Soil Washing

Alternative 5B conbi nes the excavation of the soils fromPSC 17, the washing of the contam nated

soils and the backfill of the treated soils into the excavation area. A small quantity of
resi dual wastes fromthe soil washing process would be transported and di sposed of off-base at a
permtted landfill. Washing the soils with a liquid nediumw |l strip the contam nants fromthe

soils into a concentrated residual process waste

Estimated Capital Costs PSC 17: $606, 100

Estimated First-Year O&M PSC 17: $0

Estimated Present Worth Costs PSC 17: $606, 100
Estimated | npl ementation Tine-Frane PSC 17: 4 Mnths

8.0 SUWARY OF COVWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES
8.1 PSC 16
8.1.1 Overall Protection of Hunman Health and the Environment

The human health risk assessnment determined that the potential exposure to the contam nants in
the subsurface soils at PSC 16 is limted to two pathways. These include dernal contact and
incidental ingestion by construction workers, for potential future |land use. The ecol ogica

ri sk assessnent determ ned that no exposure pathways currently exist at PSC 16 for ecol ogi cal
receptors, due to the absence of surface soil contami nation

Wil e the human health risk assessment identified risks which are within or |ess than the
USEPA' s target risk, it was determ ned that renediati on of the PSC woul d be a prudent course of
action. Therefore, the overall protection of human health was evaluated for all five of the
remedi al alternatives applicable for PSC 16. Alternative 1 and 2 would provide little or no
protection, due to the limted actions taken to elimnate the potential exposure pathways.
Alternative 3 would protect hunman health by elimnating the potential ingestion and dernal
contact with the identified subsurface contam nants. PCBs tend to be i nmobil e, however

noni toring of the groundwater would further ensure the protection of the public. Aternatives
4A and 5A woul d provide the long-termprotection to the public by the excavati on and of f - base
treat nent/di sposal of the soils. However, potential exposures to the construction workers and
public woul d be encountered during the excavation of the contaninated soils.

8.1.2 Conpliance with ARARs

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with the chem cal -specific ARARs because no actions woul d
be inplenented to meet the RCRA storage of hazardous waste requirenents. Alternatives 3 and 5A
woul d meet the federal and state ARARs, but would not neet the health-based TBC s because these
alternatives only contain the contam nants and do not treat them The contai nment of the
contami nants will be acconplished by the capping of the area or the excavation and of f-base

di sposal of the soils at a permtted facility. Renedial alternative 4A can conply with all of
the chemcal -, location-, and action-specific ARARs.

8.1.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Per manence

Alternative 1 does not provide any |long-termprotection against the dermal contact and ingestion
of the contam nated soils. Alternative 2 provides a mninumdegree of |ong-termprotection

agai nst the contam nants. Wth proper nmintenance, reinstallation of fencing, inplenentation of
the land use restrictions and the nonitoring of the groundwater quality, Alternative 3 would
provi de the necessary long-termprotection required for human health. Renedial alternatives 4A



and 5A woul d both provide long-termprotection and pernmanence for the public. Aternative 4A
woul d excavate and treat the contam nated soils to concentrations bel ow risk-based criteria.
Alternative 5A would only relocate the contam nated soils fromPSC 16 to a secure landfill, but
woul d protect the public for potential future uses of the area

8.1.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume

Renmedi al alternatives 1 and 2 woul d not address any of these concerns. Alternative 3 would only
elimnate the potential nobility of the contam nants by the capping of the exposed surface area
and not the toxicity or volume. Aternative 4A woul d reduce the nobility and vol une of the
contam nants through the thernal treatnment of the soils. The residual ash may require further
treatnent prior to its disposal to ensure the reduction of the toxicity and nobility in the
permtted landfill. Aternative 5A would only reduce the nobility of the contam nants through
the relocation of the soils to a secure landfill.

8.1.5 Short-term Effectiveness

Short-termconstruction effects related to dust and noi se generation are expected for all
alternatives except Alternatives 1 and 2. Construction workers and the general public nay be at
risk during the excavation of the contam nated soils (dermal contact and ingestion), but proper
engi neering controls and personal protection equi prent woul d be i nplenented to reduce the
potential tenporary exposure pathways.

Alternative 3 would require approximately 2 nonths to install the nmultilayer cap over the
surficial area of PSC 16. Alternatives 4A and 5A are also estimated to by conpleted within a 2
nmonth period (each). The excavation of the soils would include the confirmatory soil sanpling
of the exposed soils to ensure that the contam nants exceedi ng the target clean-up
concentrations have been renoved and treated/di sposed. The excavation of the soils from

PSC 16 woul d cause a tenporary concern related to the structural stability of Building 7100 by
exposing the foundati on and excavating soils frombeneath the structure. Additional concern is
related to the backfilling of the excavated area beneath the building to ensure proper
conmpaction to continue to support the building structure

8.1.6 Inplenmentability

Alternative 2 would require a mininal effort to inplenent the existing fencing and security
neasures and | and use restriction. The installation and sanpling of the groundwater nonitoring
well's could also be readily conpleted at the PSC location for both Aliternatives 2 and 3. The
installation of a multilayer cap over the surficial area of PSC 16 under Alternative 3 is a

vi abl e renedi al option. Because of the concerns related to the excavation of the soils and the
proper backfill to support the building foundation, an inpernmeable cap woul d m nimze any
potential inpact of the building. In addition, the surficial cover surrounding PSC 16 woul d
readily support the installation of a cap having a paved cover abutting the existing parking | ot
and concrete pad storage area. Alternatives 4A and 5A both require the excavation of the soils
from adj acent to and beneath the building foundation. Beyond this short-termconcern, both the
incineration and direct land burial of the soils are proven and have avail able permtted
facilities within a radius of approximately 1700 mles and 200 mles, respectively.

8.1.7 Costs

Costs for Alternatives 3 are estinmated to be significantly less than Alternatives 4A and 5A



8.2 PSC 17
8.2.1. Overall Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

The human health risk assessment determined that the potential exposure to the contam nants in
the surface soils at PSC 17 consists of three pathways. These include dermal contact and
incidental ingestion and dust inhalation by Base workers and residential (future use only)
occupants. Only construction workers woul d be exposed to subsurface soils at sone future date
of construction occurred at the PSC

The ecol ogi cal risk assessnment determned that three exposure pathways currently exist at PSC 17
for ecol ogical receptors. These include the incidental ingestion of surface soils, ingestion of
prey itens that have bi oaccunmul ated the contam nants, and dernal uptake. Based on this risk
assessnent, several terrestrial receptors could be potentially inpacted by the contam nation
identified at PSC 17.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would provide little or no protection for the public and environnent.
Alternative 3 would elimnate the exposure pathways for both the existing and future conditions
at PSC 17. A ternatives 4B and 5B would protect the public and environnent for all current and
future conditions through the excavation and treatnment of the soils. Alternative 4B would
stabilize the contamnants in the soils, while 5B woul d extract the contam nants through soi
washi ng and permt the backfill of the clean soils in the excavated area

8.2.2 Conpliance with ARARs

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with the chem cal -specific ARARs. Alternative 3 and 4B
woul d neet the ARARs, but would not satisfy the health-based federal and state TBC s because the
contami nants are only contained. Alternative 5B would neet all of the chem cal-, location-, and
action-specific ARARs through the treatnment of the soils.

8.2.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternative 1 does not provide any |long-term protecti on agai nst exposure to the contami nants,
and Alternative 2 only provides a mininal degree of protection. The installation of a cap over
PSC 17 (Alternative 3) would require the continued nonitoring of the groundwater quality to
ensure long-termeffectiveness. Renedial Aternatives 4B and 5B woul d provide a pernanent
solution to the exposure scenarios by the excavati on and stabilization/treatnent of the soils
The backfilled soils would either by clean fill or the treated soils formthe soil washing
process. Confirmatory soil sanpling would al so ensure that all of the contam nated soi
exceeding the target clean-up concentrati ons have been excavated and treated.

8.2.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume

Remedi al Alternatives 1 and 2 woul d not address any of these criteria. Alternative 3 would
reduce the nobility of the contamnants in the soils by reducing the infiltration of the surface
water. Alternative 4B woul d reduce the toxicity and nobility of the onsite contam nants in the
soi|l by excavation and treatnment of the contam nated soil. Alternative 5B would address the
nmobility and volune of the contam nants by the washing of the soils. The contam nants woul d be
concentrated in a process residual requiring further treatnent prior to its disposal off-base at
a pernmtted landfill facility.

8.2.5 Short-termEffectiveness

Short-termconstruction effects related to dust and noi se generation are expect for al



alternatives except for Alternatives 1 and 2. Construction workers and Base personnel with
access to this restricted area may potentially be at risk during the PSC preparation for the
capping of PSC 17, or during the excavation of the soils for Alternatives 3, 4B, and 5B
Alternatives 4B and 5B woul d require approxi mately 2 nonths, 3 nonths, and 4 nonths,
respectively, to conplete the renediation activities

8.2.6 Inplenmentability

Alternatives 2 and 3 would require the inplenentation of land use restrictions and installation
of monitoring wells around PSC 17. Alternative 3 would also require the installation of an

i nperneabl e cap over the area. This can readily be acconplished as the area is relatively flat
and void of structures. The construction materials and equi pnment are readily available for this
type of operation. Aternatives 4B and 5B would require the excavati on of the soils by genera
construction equipment. Renmedial Alternative 5B would also require the tenporary installation
of a soil washing unit, and el ectrical and water service connections.

8.2.7 Costs

Costs for Alternative 3 are estimated to be significantly |less than the other alternatives.
However, Alternative 4B wll elimnate the current and potential future exposure pathways from
PSC 17. Alternative 4B wll also not require O& M as Alternative 3 (schedul ed groundwat er
noni toring).

9.0 SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consi deration of the requirenents of CERCLA and the detailed analysis of the
alternatives (since no public comments were received), SOUTHDIV in consul tation w th USEPA,

GEPD, and MCLB Al bany have determ ned that the nost appropriate remedy for PSC 16 is Alternative
3, and for PSC 17 the nost appropriate renedy is Alternative 4B

The conpl ete remedy for PSC 16, |ocated adjacent to Building 7100, includes:

. Installation of a multilayer cap over the surface area, including a flexible
nmenbrane |iner, sand drai nage |ayer, gravel |ayer, and bitum nous concrete surface
| ayer.
. Re-install ati on and nmai nt enance of security fencing.
. I mpl erentation of land use restrictions on future activities within the source area.
. Excavation and of f-base di sposal of sedinent in the bottomof the catch basin

adj acent to PSC 16.

. Installation of nonitoring wells and nonitoring of groundwater quality.



The conpl ete remedy for PSC 17, |ocated adjacent to the Central Repair Division (Bl dg 2200),
i ncl udes:

. Excavation of the contaninated soil.

. Transport off-base to a stabilization facility.

. Stabilization of the contaninated soil

. Di sposal at a permitted landfill.

. Site restoration, including backfilling the area with clean soil and revegetation

The estinmated costs of the selected renedies are presented in Table 4.
9.1 REMED ATI ON GOALS

The specific objectives of the selected renedy are to

1. Control the release of hazardous substances.

2. Mnimze the potential direct exposure to hazardous naterial s.

3. Control the potential for rel eases of hazardous substance to the groundwater near the two
PSCs.

4., Collect data on aquifer and contam nant response to renediati on neasures.



TABLE 4
SELECTED REMEDY COST

Esti mated Capital Costs
Estimated First-Year O8M Costs
Estimated Present Wrth Costs

Esti mated | npl ementation Tine Frane

ESTI MATE

PSC 16

$64, 700

$41, 500

$242, 200

2 Mont hs

PSC 17

$475, 000

$0

$475, 000

3 Mont hs



This is an interimaction that addresses only a portion of the MCLB installation and does not
address any groundwater contam nation that may exist. Goundwater contami nation will be
investigated as nedia of potential contam nation concurrently with other PSCs under a separate
operabl e unit. However, the actions described in this InterimROD are intended to be fina
actions for the soil at these PSCs. Although these actions are intended to be final for soils
the remai ning contam nation at PSC 16 will be defined (by sanpling) as part of the renedia
actions to conply with the Base permt under the CGeorgi a Hazardous Waste Managenent Act ( GHWA).

The ultimate | evel of remediation to be attained will be determined in a final remedial action
for these PSCs. This renedial action will be nonitored carefully to determne the feasibility
of achieving this level with this nethod and to ensure that hydraulic control of a contam nated
plurme, if one exists, is naintained. After the period of tinme necessary, in EPA s judgnent, to
arrive at a final decision for the PSCs, a final ROD for groundwater, which specifies the
ultinmate goals, remedy, and anticipated tine-franme, will be prepared. Upon conpletion of an
RI/FS (for groundwater), this interimsystemnay be incorporated into the design of each PSC
remedy specified in the final action ROD

10.0 STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

Under its legal authorities, the EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
remedi al actions that achi eve adequate protection of human health and the environnent. In

addi tion, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirenents and
preferences. These specify that when conplete, the selected renedial action for this site nust
comply with applicable or rel evant and appropriate environnental standards established under
Federal and State environmental |laws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The sel ected renedy
al so nust be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent

t echnol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable. Finally, the
statute includes a preference for renedies that enploy treatnents that pernmanently and
significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous wastes as their principa

el ement. The follow ng sections discuss how the sel ected renedi es neet these statutory

requi renents.

10.1 PROTECTI ON OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONVENT

The sel ected renmedy for PSC 16, nultilayer cap with reinstallation and nai ntenance of the
fencing and security, land use restrictions and nonitoring wells, will protect hunman health and
environnent frompotentially adverse exposure risks associated with the current use of the PSC
The nultilayer cap will mnimze surface water infiltration and, thereby, reduce the potentia
mgration of contam nants in the soils. Additionally, the cap will elinmnate the potenti al
exposure route (e.g., ingestion of soils). The nmaintenance of fencing and security nmeasures and
land use restrictions will also support the overall protection of the public and environnment by
ensuring that the potential current and future use exposures are elimnated through access
restrictions. Goundwater nonitoring will provide a continuous nonitoring nechanismto ensure
that the contaminants are not mgrating

The sel ected remedy for PSC 17, excavation and transportati on of contam nated soils to a
permtted facility for stabilization and di sposal at a permtted landfill, will protect human
health and the environnment by the stabilization of the contam nants in the soils and fina

di sposal of the stabilized materials at a permitted landfill. The excavation and treatnent of
the soils will elimnate the potential exposure pathways for both the public (mlitary and
residential) and environnent. |In addition, the present and future use of PSC 17 will not
present any adverse health effects to construction workers. However, excavation, transportation
and stabilization of the soils nmust be controlled to protect the public and environnent from
fugitive dust em ssions.



10.2 COWPLI ANCE W TH APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS ( ARAR s)

The sel ected remedies for PSC 16 and PSC 17 will conply with ARAR s. The foll owing were
identified as ARAR s for Qperable Unit Three:

. Clean Air Act (CAA), National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQ s) and Nati onal
Em ssi ons Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 50, 40 CFR 61)

. USEPA Regul ati ons on Approval and Pronul gation of Inplenentation Plans (40 CFR Part 52,
Subpart L - Ceorgia)

. Qccupational Health and Safety Act Regulations for air contam nants (29 CFR 1910. 1000)

. RCRA Ceneral and Location Standards for Permtted Hazardous Waste Facilities (40 CFR 264,
Subparts A through F)

. USEPA Rules for Controlling PCB s under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) (40 CFR
761. 125, Subpart D, G and K)

. Endangered Species Act (16 U S.C. 1531, 50 CFR Parts 81, 225, 402)

. RCRA Facility Location Regul ations (40 CFR 264. 18)

. RCRA d osure and Post-C osure Requirenents (40 CFR 264, Subpart G

. RCRA Regul ations for Generation of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR 262)

. RCRA Transportati on Regul ati ons and DOT Standards (40 CFR 263, 49 CFR Parts 171 through
179)

. RCRA Subtitle D Solid Waste Regul ati ons (40 CFR 241 and 257)

. CAA - NAAQS s for Particulates (40 CFR 50)

. RCRA Standards for Environnental Performance of M scellaneous Units (40 CFR 264, Subpart
X)

. RCRA Regul ati ons on Land D sposal Restrictions (Land Ban) (40 CFR 268)

. RCRA Regul ations for Use and Managenent of Containers (40 CFR Subpart 1)

. RCRA Regul ations for Waste Piles (40 CFR 264, Subpart L)

. RCRA I ncinerator Standards (40 CFR, Subpart O

. OSHA - General Industry Standards, Recordkeeping and Reporting, and Standards for

Hazardous Waste Site Qperations (29 CFR Part 1926, 29 CFR Part 1904, 29 CFR Part 1910)

. USEPA Rules for Controlling PCB' s under TSCA (40 CFR 761, Subparts D, G and K)
. Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FFRA) and Regul ations (40 CFR 165)
. Georgia Air Quality Control Law and Georgia Air Quality Control Rules (Code of Ceorgia,

Title 12, Chapter 9 DNR Chapter 391-3-1)



. Geor gi a Hazardous Waste Managenent Act (Code of Georgia, Title 12, Chapter 8, Article 3)

. Geor gi a Hazardous Waste Managenent Rules (Rules and Regul ation of the State of Ceorgi a,
Title 391, Article 3, Chapter 11)

The proposed renedy for PSC 16 will neet the ARAR s. However, because capping is not a

treat nent technol ogy, health-risk base cleanup goals (TBC s) will not be achieved for the PSC
| ocation. Capping designs nmust be constructed in accordance with RCRA cl osure requirenents.
Chem cal - and action-specific ARAR s will also have to be net during the construction of the
cap, specifically the air quality criteria stipulated by both Federal and State regul ati ons.

The excavation, transportation, and stabilization of the contam nated soils fromPSC 17 will
require conpliance with the chemcal-specific ARAR s involving air quality. Engineering
controls, personal protection equipnent for the workers, and air nonitoring will be inplenmented
during the renedial process operations to protect the public and environnent. Qher Federa
RCRA regul ati ons regarding the general and | ocation standards for permtted hazardous waste
facilities will be net by the proposed remedy. Location-specific ARAR s applicable to PSC 17
include the RCRA Facility Location regulations and the Fish and WIdlife Coordination Act and
Conservation Act of 1980. The proposed renmedy will conply with these ARAR s through the

inpl enentation of the soil excavation and of f-base stabilization and di sposal. The
action-specific ARAR s include RCRA regulation, air quality, OSHA and insecticide (DDT and DDE)
regulations. Al of these criteria will be conplied with either during, or by the

inpl enentation of, the proposed renedy. The proposed remedy will not, however, neet

heal t h- based TBC s.

10.3 COST EFFECTI VENESS

The sel ected renedies for Operable Unit Three have been deternmined to provide overal
effectiveness proportional to their cost. The selected remedy for PSC 16 is protective of
public health and the environnent and is | ess expensive than alternatives 4A and 5A. The
proposed renedy for PSC 17 is protective of public health and the environnent and while nore
expensive than Alternative 3, will elimnate the current and potential future exposure pathways

10.4 UTI LI ZATI ON OF PERVANENT SOLUTI ONS AND ALTERNATI VE TREATMENT TECHNCOLOG ES ( OR RESOURCE
RECOVERY TECHNOLOG ES) TO THE NMAXI MUM EXTENT PRACTI CABLE

It has been determi ned that the selected renedies for Qperable Unit Three represent the maxi mum
extent to which pernmanent solutions and treatnent technol ogies can be utilized in a
cost-effective manner for PSC 16 and PSC 17. Treatrment of PSC 16 was found to be inpractical due
to cost considerations and the possi bl e negative inpact on the adjacent building foundation from
the required excavation. The selected renedi es provide the best bal ance of tradeoffs in terns
of long-termeffectiveness and pernanence, reduction in toxicity, nmobility or volune achi eved
through treatnent, short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability, cost, while also considering the
statutory preference for treatnent as a principle elenent and considering state and commnity
accept ance.

Wth proper maintenance to ensure that the nultilayer cap remains intact and continues to
mnimze infiltration, long-termeffectiveness at PSC 16 will be attained. The naintenance of
fenci ng and security neasures, and schedul ed groundwater sanpling will support the long-term
nonitoring of the renedial alternative's effectiveness. Risks posed by ingestion of

contam nated soils will be elimnated by capping. Erosion will be mninmzed by construction of
a paved surface layer. Land use restrictions will further elim nate potential exposure pathways
to the public and environnent.



There will be no long-termrisks associated with the stabilization and disposal of the soils

fromPSC 17 in a permitted landfill. The design mx for the stabilization of the contam nants
in the soils ensures that the potential |eachate will not exceed RCRA Land Disposal Regul ations
requirenents (TCLP ng/1). In addition, the actual disposal nethod of stabilized soils wll

ensure that the public and environnent are protected from exposure to the nmetals. No long-term
managenent or O&M requirenents at MCLB Albany will be associated with this renedial alternative.
The contam nated soils will be renoved fromthe Base, treated, and disposed in a permtted
landfill.

10.5 PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRI NCl PAL ELEMENT

At PSC 16 the sel ected renedy does not enploy any type of treatnent. However, at PSC 17 the
excavated soil will enploy a stabilization treatnent. Therefore, the statutory preference for
renmedi es that enploy treatnent as the principal elenent is satisfied for PSC 17.

10. 6 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

No significant changes fromthe proposed plan were nade.



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

1.0 OVERVIEW

MCLB Al bany al ong with SQUTHDI V, USEPA, and CGEPD held a public neeting on July 21, 1992, at the
Dougherty County Chanber of Commerce to discuss the results of the RI/FS Report and Proposed

Pl ans and solicit comments and questions fromthe public. However, no citizens appeared.
Accordingly, no questions or comments were received during the public neeting.

2.0 BACKGROUND ON COMMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

An active community relations programproviding information and soliciting i nput has been
conducted by MCLB Al bany for Qperable Unit Three. Interviews of citizens on Base and i n A bany
were conducted in the spring of 1990 to identify community concerns. No significant concerns
that required focused response were identified. Mst comrents received were concerning the
potential for contam nation of water resources. However, those interviewed indicated that they
place great trust in MCLB and their efforts to rectify past waste di sposal practices. In

addi tion, the Base has forned a Technical Review Committee that includes nenbers representing
the city of Al bany and Dougherty County. The | ocal nedia has al so been kept inforned since MCLB
was placed on the NPL. IR Programfact sheets have been prepared and nmade avail able at the
Public Affairs Ofice at MCLB Al bany. Docunents concerning Operable Unit Three can be found in
the Informati on Repository at the Dougherty County Public Library, and the Adm nistrative Record
at the MCLB Public Affairs Ofice.

3.0 SUWARY CF PUBLI C COMVENT AND AGENCY RESPONSE

3.1 Public Meeting

No comments or questions were received during the Public Meeting held on July 21, 1992.
3.2 Public Conment Period

Comrent s and questions received during the public comment period that ran from13 July to 13
August are summari zed bel ow.

3.2.1 Technical Comments and Questions
No technical coments and questions were received during the public comrent period.
3.2.2 Oher Comments and Questions

No ot her comments and questions were received during the public comment period.



